Yahwistic shrines and communities within Judah, I demonstrate the likelihood of intracommunal strife within the Yahwistic community in the sixth century. With regard to the book of Isaiah, this intracommunal strife does not begin with the returnees from Babylon in Isa 56-66 but, in all likelihood, was present at any time when the interpretation of the true Israel was up for discussion.
I. An Anonymous Prophet in Exilic Judah
The difficulty of identifying the location of Isa 40-55 has provoked interest from scholars since the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. 6 Hans Barstad's Babylonian Captivity demonstrates well the weaknesses in arguments claiming, or assuming, a Babylonian origin for the text. 7 More recently, Lena-Sofia Tiemeyer's monograph For the Comfort of Zion, has furthered considerably the case for a Judahite origin of Isa 40-55. 8 She systematically works through the text, demonstrating both where the text appears to betray a Judahite provenance and, equally importantly, where the theology or content of the verses might be closer to a Judahite perspective than a Babylonian one despite the absence of explicit information. 9 In a separate study, Tiemeyer laid out six reasons in favor of a Judahite author, including observations regarding the flora and fauna referred to in Isa 40-55, the pervading focus on Jerusalem and corresponding lack of focus on Babylon (except Isa 47), and the seeming geographical orientation behind statements such as "go forth from Babylon, flee from Chaldea" (Isa 48:20) . 10 On the basis of the trees listed in Isa 44, Simon J. Sherwin has also argued for a western origin of the text, and the comments of Robert Koops and Michael Zohary on the trees mentioned elsewhere in Isa 40-55 (41:18; 44:4, 14; 55:13) are also instructive on this point. 11 A Judahite 6 E.g., Bernhard Duhm, Das Buch Jesaja, HAT 3.1 (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1902) Is. xl-xlviii, " in Congress Volume: Bonn 1962 , VTSup 9 (Leiden: Brill, 1963 ; R. Abma, "Travelling from Babylon to Zion: Location and Function in Isaiah 49 -55, " JSOT 74 (1997) : 3-28. See also the works referred to in n. 2 above.
7 Barstad, Babylonian Captivity, Tiemeyer, For the Comfort of Zion, esp. 131-329. 9 Ibid., esp. 132-53. 10 Tiemeyer, "Geography and Textual Allusions, " 369. 11 Simon J. Sherwin, "In Search of Trees: Isaiah XLV 14 and Its Implications, " VT 53 (2003) : 514-29; Robert Koops, Each according to Its Kind: Plants and Trees in the Bible (Reading: United location has also been suggested by recent studies on the patriarchal traditions in the exilic period. C. A. Strine has highlighted Ezekiel's polemic against those who remained in the land of Judah and claimed it for themselves, which they expressed via recourse to the promise of the land to Abraham (Ezek 33:23; cf. 11:15) . 12 Tiemeyer also notes the use of the Abraham traditions in a range of exilic and early postexilic texts, including Isa 40-55 (Ezek 33:23, Isa 41:8, 51:2, 62:16, . 13 The polemic against Babylon and its gods in Isa 46:1-2 and chapter 47 should also be taken into consideration; most scholars date the core material of Isa 40-55 shortly prior to the fall of Babylon in 539, on account of the references to Cyrus and the manner in which the prophet predicts the conquering of Babylon. Although Cyrus was gaining momentum during this time, it is unclear that a prophet could so openly mock Babylon and, in particular, the Babylonian gods, while Babylon was still in control of the exiled groups. With regard to the exiles in Babylon, Strine observes a correlation between proximity and polemic; in his view, Ezekiel says covertly against Babylon what Isa 40-55 can say overtly. This contrast suggests that the authors differed in time period as well as location. 14 In this context it seems more reasonable to view the overt polemic against Babylon in Isa 40-55 as originating in Judah, rather than among the Babylonian exiles.
II. Sixth-Century Judah and Benjamin
Having briefly outlined the reasoning for approaching Isa 40-55 as a Judahite text, I next consider some aspects of the historical reality of sixth-century Judah and Benjamin that would have influenced its author and formed the background against which the text was written. To this end, I will give more attention to Benjamin than has been typical of previous studies of Isa 40-55. In recent years scholarship has increasingly begun to focus on the role of Benjamin in the formation of Israelite identity and traditions in the exilic period, which seems a sensible development given that the Benjaminite region became preeminent in Judah during this time. If we are to argue for a Judahite Isa 40-55, then the role of Benjamin should be taken into account. Jill Middlemas has proposed the phrase "templeless Judah" to refer to the land of Judah in the exilic period, in order to acknowledge Strine, Sworn Enemies, the existence of the nonexiles who remained in the land. 15 Yet, in view of my purpose here, that is, to raise the possibility that Isa 40-55 was aware of other Yahwistic cult sites functioning in the sixth century, it would be inappropriate to use the term "templeless Judah. " Therefore I refer to the land of Judah during the Neo-Babylonian period using the terms "exilic, " or "sixth century. " 16 In the past twenty years or so, archaeological and historical scholarship has sought to rectify the previous unfortunate lacuna in studies regarding this period. 17 Through these recent works, it has become clear that, although the areas around Jerusalem and, more centrally, in the Shephelah, suffered destruction or decline immediately after 586, the regions north of Jerusalem, particularly around Mizpah and Gibeon, did not. 18 Regarding the region of Benjamin, Oded Lipschits observes that no evidence emerges of destruction at the beginning of the sixth century, apart from the razing of parts of Tell el-Ful. At all the excavated sites evidence of continuity of settlement exists between the seventh and sixth centuries, and of their existence throughout the time of Babylonian rule, until the last third of the sixth century. 19 The material culture of the population that remained in Benjamin was continuous with that of the pre-586 settlements, such that archaeologists have been unable to identify any change between early sixth-century and mid-sixth-century pottery. 20 Administrative continuity has also been noted at Ramat Raḥ el, Mizpah (Tell en-Naṣ beh) and Gibeon (el-Jib). These observations of continuity are unsurprising, given that Jeremiah 40-41 narrates the transition of government from Jerusalem to Mizpah under Gedaliah, and other narratives indicate that people were already leaving Jerusalem for the Benjaminite region prior to the fall of the city (e.g., Jer 37:11-15). 21 In this light, the lack of any mention of the Benjaminite cities in Isa 40-55 and Ezekiel is striking. Ezekiel portrays Judah as a desolate and ruined land as part of his polemic against those who remained there. 22 Interestingly, Isa 40-55 does the same, though it is not generally considered polemical. In chapters 40-55, the only two cities specifically mentioned are Jerusalem and Babylon, while all other cities, and the land of Judah, are portrayed as ruined and desolate (cf. 42:22; 43:28; 44:26; 47:6; 49:8, 19; 51:3; 54:3) . The prophet's focus on the restoration of Jerusalem is usually assumed to explain the emphasis on Judah's ruin. If chapters 40-55 are considered to be a Judahite text, however, then the omission of Mizpah, Gibeon, Bethel, or any functioning Benjaminite city is noteworthy.
I turn next to a discussion of Bethel, which both illuminates these preceding comments on Judah and Benjamin in the Neo-Babylonian period and also moves the discussion forward into the realms of tradition and polemic.
Bethel
Since 1838, Bethel has been identified with Beitin and, notwithstanding David Livingston and John Bimson's alternative proposal of el-Bireh, the majority of scholars hold to this view. 23 Beitin was excavated by James L. Kelso in 1954 Kelso in , 1957 Kelso in , and 1960 after an initial sounding by W. F. Albright in 1927 and the first campaign by Albright and Kelso in 1934. 24 The excavations provided evidence of a long history of occupation and use of the site, from the Chalcolithic through to the Byzantine period but found no evidence of an Iron Age temple. In 2009, Israel Finkelstein and Lily Singer-Avitz reanalyzed the reports and finds from these excavations. 25 They noted the difficulty of assigning the pottery vessels to an original context and, in any case, found that most of the loci were mixed. 26 Finkelstein and Singer-Avitz did, however, note that much of the pottery the excavators had identified as sixth century BCE had come from loci marked on the excavation plans as Iron I. This, combined with the small evidence for Persian-period activity, led them to conclude that Bethel was most likely very small in the Neo-Babylonian-Persian periods. 27 Finkelstein and Singer-Avitz note that the lack of destruction layers in the first half of the seventh century makes dating difficult but points to the lack of "unambiguous evidence" for Neo-Babylonian or Persian-period settlement to suggest that Bethel was in a state of decline at this time. 28 It is important to note, how ever, that much of Beitin is covered by modern buildings. The fact that the excavators found no evidence of the temple suggests that the main settlement was either beneath or outside modern Beitin and remains unexcavated. 29 In this case, absence of evidence cannot entirely prove absence of historical settlement. Though appreciated, the efforts of Finkelstein and Singer-Avitz to reevaluate the Bethel material do little to challenge the prevailing view that, while the archaeology of Bethel is inconclusive, textual considerations suggest that habitation at Bethel continued in the exilic period. 30 Contrary to Finkelstein's view that Bethel was in decline from the seventh century, Lipschits's survey of demographic changes in Judah and Benjamin suggests that the decline of the Benjaminite region, including Bethel, began toward the end of the sixth century rather than at the beginning. 31 Although the finds from Bethel are scant for the sixth-fifth centuries, the fact remains that Bethel is in close proximity to Mizpah and Gibeon, the former of which became the new administrative center of the region and experienced some measure of prosperity; for the latter there is evidence of settlement continuity and growth and continued production 33 He notes that in the incident recorded in Jer 41:4-8 the pilgrims are presented as approaching Mizpah en route to the "house of Yahweh"; Jerusalem is never mentioned. Given that it would be implausible to think that the pilgrims were unaware of Jerusalem's destruction, Blenkinsopp argues that the pilgrims were traveling to a sanctuary in the vicinity of Mizpah, whether Bethel or otherwise. 34 Middlemas agrees that a cult center at Bethel likely functioned during the period when Mizpah was at the center of administration during the exile. 35 Jules Francis Gomes and Philip Davies also argue that Bethel continued in the Neo-Babylonian period and played an important part in forming Israelite identity at this time. 36 Gomes highlights the importance of the fact that Bethel appears prominently in the various redactions of both the Abraham and Jacob traditions. He notes further that, through the reception of the promises of land and descendants to Jacob and Abraham, Bethel became the locus of two of the most important promises in ancient Israelite society-promises that made the Bethel cult and its community the inheritors of the land. 37 Ernst Axel Knauf also has concluded that Bethel played an important role in the sixth century when, by virtue of its continued existence when the Jerusalem temple was destroyed, its rivalry with Jerusalem was at its highest. He suggests that it may even have provided an obstacle to the rebuilding of Jerusalem. 38 It seems, therefore, that there is some agreement that Bethel probably survived the Babylonian destructions of 586 and continued to function in some form during the sixth century.
Silence as Polemic
Despite the circumstantial evidence, it is clear that neither Bethel nor any community around or in Bethel is explicitly mentioned in the sixth-century biblical 32 Ibid., 347-48; Lipschits, "History of the Benjaminite Region, " 172-79. 33 Blenkinsopp, "Bethel in the Neo-Babylonian Period, " 96-98; Blenkinsopp, "The Judean Priesthood during the Neo-Babylonian and Achaemenid Periods: A Hypothetical Reconstruction, " CBQ 60 (1998): 25-43; see also Middlemas, Templeless Judah, texts. Yet the postexilic texts suggest that habitation at the site did continue, even if it was reduced significantly from what it was in previous centuries. 39 It thus seems that the silence of certain biblical writings, particularly Ezekiel, Isa 40-55, Lamentations, and Jeremiah, may have been part of a deliberate effort to downplay the importance or existence of Bethel. 40 The possibility of hidden, or implicit, polemic as a rhetorical strategy has been noted in other biblical texts of this period in several studies. 41 Yairah Amit highlights the story of Micah the Levite in Judg 17 as an example of hidden polemic against Bethel, observing that the story of Micah is full of place-names, but the location of Micah's house is identified only as in the hill country of Ephraim; the city is not named. 42 Given the prevalence of other place-names and on the basis of textual indicators, she concludes that the unnamed city is Bethel and argues that Bethel is singled out for polemic due to its potential to act as an alternative to Jerusalem. 43 Amit argues that, in previous years when Jerusalem was stronger, there was no issue of condemning Bethel outright because Jerusalem could be held up as a better alternative. In the exilic period, however, when Bethel continued as a ritual center, the uncertainty surrounding Jerusalem may have led to a different expression of the Bethel polemic. 44 Gomes also highlights the reticence of exilic and postexilic texts to refer to Bethel as a sanctuary or as having any kind of ritual significance, though some form of existence of the city is clearly attested by its presence in city lists and tribal records. 45 He identifies numerous texts that suggest worship continued at Bethel during the Neo-Babylonian period and observes that, despite the silence of some texts, the final redaction of the Pentateuch presents Bethel in a positive light. 46 Middlemas observes a "veiled association of Bethel with matters of a religious 39 See, e.g., Ezra 2:28, Neh 7:32, 11:31, Zech 7:2. 40 Or any other functioning Yahwistic cultic site. 41 Strine has argued for hidden or implicit polemic against other figures or groups during this period in Ezekiel, manifested through "ambiguities, " "hidden identities, " and "hidden transcripts" (Sworn Enemies, (193) (194) (195) (196) (197) (198) (199) (200) (201) (202) (203) (204) (205) (206) (207) (208) (209) (210) (211) Ibid., [92] [93] [94] [95] nature in Zechariah 7:2" and argues in overall agreement with Blenkinsopp that Zech 7 hints at Bethel functioning as a religious center before the return. 47 It seems, therefore, that the sixth-century texts sought to diminish the importance of Bethel, achieved via deliberate omission. Notably, the majority of these sixth-century texts also downplay the importance of Benjamin. Neither Ezekiel, Lamentations, nor Isa 40-55 mentions any of the Benjaminite sites, and Jeremiah mentions Mizpah only in chapters leading to the emptying of the land (Jer 40-41) and Bethel in a single debatable reference (Jer 48:13). As D. R. Jones says, "silence can be eloquent of contempt, but only if that which is ignored is common knowledge. " 48 The sixth-century writers would have been well aware that Benjamin had replaced Jerusalem as the political and social center of Judah, so their silence is clearly deliberate. The lack of reference to Bethel in the sixth-century texts has been rightly accepted, but it should also be acknowledged that the sixth-century texts are largely silent about the Benjaminite region as a whole and have a tendency to omit reference to any other cult centers. In this context, the lack of explicit reference to Bethel or Benjamin in Isa 40-55 cannot be taken as proof that neither Bethel nor the Benjaminite sites existed during this time. Nor can it prove that the existence of the Benjaminite sites had no influence on the Isaianic author. Rather, the omission of explicit references to Bethel and Benjamin in Isa 40-55 is entirely in keeping with the rhetoric of the other sixth-century texts.
III. Jacob and Bethel in the Exilic Period
I turn now to an examination of the literary and theological traditions associated with Bethel, particularly with regard to Jacob. This section is a logical progression of the argument laid out in the preceding sections. If the author of Isa 40-55 can be located in Judah (section I) at a time when the Benjaminite region was prominent and Bethel (and thus its traditions) continued to function (section II), then this ought to have left some trace in the text. It is in this vein that we now focus on Jacob as the main patriarch of Bethel-and a surprisingly dominant character in Isa 40-48.
The literary and editorial history of the Jacob cycles is notoriously complex and cannot be explored here. 49 For present purposes the relevant issue is the 47 association of Jacob with Bethel and the popularity of the patriarchal traditions in the exilic period. That there were traditions associating Jacob and Bethel in the preexilic period can be seen from Hos 12:2-6. 50 The majority of scholars accept that the Jacob traditions were likely northern in origin, due to the prominent position of Bethel in the narratives. 51 The tensions surrounding Bethel's legitimacy contributed to its complex portrayal in the biblical texts. On the one hand, Bethel was reportedly established as a deliberate anti-Jerusalem sanctuary (1 Kgs 12:26-30) and housed one of the much-maligned calf statues. On the other hand, Bethel was an ancient sanctuary associated with Samuel (1 Sam 7:16) that retained an important position in the Jacob and Abraham narratives and seemingly survived the fall of both Israel and Judah. 52 Additionally, through the setting of the patriarchal traditions in the premonarchic period, Bethel laid claim to traditions older than YHWH's election of Jerusalem, traditions that were independent of the fate of the monarchy. Indeed, if Bethel continued after 586, it is easy to see how it would have presented a challenge to Jerusalem, whose own legitimacy was tied to a fallen monarchy and a ruined temple.
Questions about the nature of the relationship between Bethel and Jerusalem and, more broadly, between Benjamin and Judah in the seventh-fifth centuries have led to a series of conversations about the "Emergence of 'Biblical Israel. ' " 53 For Philip R. Davies, the importance of the Benjaminite sites in the sixth-fifth centuries, at a time when Judah and Jerusalem were at their lowest ebb, is crucial to the emergence of biblical Israelite identity. Davies argues that the fall of Jerusalem meant that Mizpah, Bethel, and Gibeon became the primary cities. This impacted Judah's self-understanding of its own identity such that the term Israel (which stemmed from Bethel's connections with Jacob-Israel) came to be used for all Judah. 54 Nadav Na'aman agreed that Bethel was likely an important site in the sixth century but argued, contra Davies, that the use of the term Israel to refer to the peoples of the two kingdoms is preexilic rather than postexilic. He holds that the fall of the northern kingdom provided an opportunity for Judah to take over some of Israel's traditions and claim them as their own. 55 Yigal Levin notes that the postexilic prophets do not make a distinction between Judah and Benjamin. In his view, the redactional development of the story of Joseph in the Pentateuch suggests that a later hand has added the theme of a struggle between Judah and Joseph for control over Benjamin. This move implies that Benjamin was at the center of some tension. 56 Following Na'aman's earlier dating and arguments about Judah seeking to take over Israelite traditions, K. P. Hong has argued for Judahite appropriation of the Jacob traditions in the wake of 722 and contends that Abraham plays an important role in this regard. 57 He proposes that Judahite scribes reworked the Jacob traditions and placed Abraham ahead of Jacob in order to justify their claim to the land, in much the same way that Sennacherib's scribes placed Assur ahead of Marduk in an Assyrian revision of Enuma Elish. 58 Further, the Abraham narratives may also contain implicit polemic against Jacob, as seen in the appearance of Jacob's main site, Bethel, in the Abraham traditions (Gen 13:3 and 12:8), and Abraham's reception of a similar promise of land and descendants. 59 Yet, although Hong argues for the possibility of Judahite scribes beginning to replace the Jacob traditions with Abraham as early as the seventh century, the exilic context where Abraham was becoming a figurehead for the Judahite exilic community, while Jacob had been previously associated with northern Israel and Bethel? Perhaps the answer lies in Benjamin. The Benjaminite region survived the destruction of Jerusalem, and it is entirely probable that, in the wake of 586, Benjaminite traditions would have been strengthened by the legitimacy of survival. It seems possible that a community in Benjamin, perhaps around Bethel, may have claimed legitimacy via Jacob, much as others claimed legitimacy via Abraham. While Jacob was more closely linked to the regions north of Jerusalem, Abraham seems to have been more closely connected to Jerusalem and the area south of it, as a result of his connections with Hebron and the southern tribes. Given the disparity between the functioning cities north of Jerusalem and the destroyed and empty ones in the south, it seems entirely possible that there may have been multiple communities in Judah claiming ownership of the land via recourse to different Judahite traditions. We turn now to Isa 48:1-11.
IV. Isaiah 48:1-11 and the House of Jacob
A more detailed study would explore all the references to Jacob in Isa 40-55 in light of the preceding discussions in sections I-III of this article. Within the scope of the present discussion, it is possible to focus on only one section here. 66 Isaiah 48:1-11 has been selected for consideration because, first, verses 1-2 constitute the most specific identification of the house of Jacob in chapters 40-55, and, second, 48:1-11 has proven difficult for commentators. Despite the prevalence of the term Jacob and its common parallelism with Israel in Isa 40-55, the term house of Jacob occurs only once elsewhere (46:3). 67 Given that Jacob-Israel are such common terms in Isa 40-55, yet "house of Jacob" occurs only twice and "house of Israel" only once, when these houses do appear they likely have a more specific agenda than the broader Jacob-Israel references found numerously elsewhere.
Commentators who view the bulk of the passage as original to a sixth-century prophet have noted that in chapter 48 the tension between prophet and audience, previously only hinted at (40:18-20, 27; 43:22-28; 44:9-20; 45:9-11; 46:5-12) , comes to the fore. 68 Not only does the prophet speak in a harsher tone than before, but the passage occurs at a turning point in the book. Chris Franke emphasizes the pivotal nature of chapter 47 and notes that in chapters 40-46 Jacob-Israel lives in fear and oppression, whereas in 47, "the theme of downtrodden Israel is replaced by the prophecy of downtrodden Babylon. " 69 Elsewhere, H. G. M. Williamson has suggested that 49:1-6 is another pivotal point. Although in chapters 40-48 there were indications that the servant was 44:1, 2, 21; 45:4; 48:20) , Williamson argues that in 49:3 the statement "you are my servant" functions as a redesignation of the servanthood that did not come to fruition with Jacob-Israel and is now passed to an individual or group whom YHWH hopes will be more successful. 70 It seems significant that the harshest passage against the house of Jacob occurs between the vivid image of the fall of Babylon (ch. 47) and a potential redesignation of the servant (49:1-6). Notably, after 49:6 the figure of Jacob-Israel largely disappears from the text and is replaced by Zion-Jerusalem.
In 48:1-2 the members of the house of Jacob are identified in various ways. They are "called by the name of Israel, " but "came forth from the loins (or waters) of Judah" ‫יצאו(‬ ‫יהודה‬ ‫;)וממי‬ they "swear by the name of YHWH" and "invoke the God of Israel, but not in truth or righteousness. " 71 They "call themselves after the holy city" and "lean on the God of Israel. " These verses are the first time in Isa 40-55 that Jacob is explicitly associated with the community of Judah. The point here is that, although the group in question calls itself Israel, the members of the house of Jacob are inherently Judahite. It is interesting that the author emphasizes this point, as we would have expected the house of Jacob to be from Judah and thus not requiring emphasis. 72 Francis Nataf notes that the very fact that Jacob has two names-Jacob/Israel-is a deviation from the usual biblical type scene whereby things have one name and if a new name is given it usually replaces the old (e.g., AbramAbraham). 73 Nataf argues that by retaining the old name (Jacob) alongside the new name (Israel), the Bible maintains a dual legacy of Jacob. 74 It seems that Isa 48:1 uses this dual legacy inherent in the character of Jacob to state that the house of Jacob is still caught up in Jacob's sin. 75 For the author, although the house of Jacob may have changed their name to Israel and claimed a new identity, they were still intertwined in the old heritage of Jacob, as shown by the illegitimacy of their cultic actions.
Reinhard G. Kratz observes that the author of Isa 40-55 is aware of a difference still existing between Israel and Judah, and he views 48:1 as the prophetic author saying that only the Judeans who come out of the waters of Judah are called by the name of Israel. Therefore, the author uses the title "house of Jacob" to address the nation as a whole in order to level out the geographical and political differences. 76 Although Kratz seems correct in his observation that the use of Jacob-Israel in Isa 40-55 may well entail an effort to level out geographical and political differences between Judahite groups, the reference to the house of Jacob in 48:1-11 seems more specific. The reference to the house of Jacob having come from the waters, or loins, of Judah makes it seem unlikely that the entire community is envisaged as the addressee, as do the statements of the following verses. In 48:1-2 the dismissal of the house of Jacob's swearing by YHWH and invocations of the God of Israel are dismissed as nonrighteous and without truth, which is at odds with the more positive portrayal of Jacob-Israel elsewhere in chapters 40-55. Even in 40:27 (the only time Jacob-Israel speaks), in which Jacob-Israel is critical of YHWH, he is not accused of invoking or addressing YHWH illegitimately. 77 This also seems to suggest that the criticism of the house of Jacob in 48:1-11 is aimed at a more specific group than the usual audience addressed by the broader nomenclature Jacob-Israel.
It has long been noted that the imagery in 48:4 of a neck of iron sinew and the hard bronze forehead is part of common language signaling obstinacy that is found elsewhere (Exod 32:9; 33:3, 5; Jer 6:8; Deut 9:6, 13; 31:27; Ezek 3:7-8). But the references to "things you have never heard" (48:6, 7), the "unopened ear from of old" (48:8), and the statement "from birth you were called a rebel" (48:8), have posed something of a puzzle for commentators. Some have argued that the verses are interpolations, as it hardly makes sense to state that Israel's ear was not opened "from of old. " 78 If, however, the house of Jacob in 48:1 refers to a specific group within the broader conception of Jacob-Israel, then there is no contradiction between the harsh statements of 48:1-11 and the message of comfort promised to Jacob-Israel elsewhere in chapters 40-55. Isaiah 48:6-8 can be understood as directed to a specific group who are singled out for a message of judgment, in much the same way as the author singled out those who were tempted by idols (40:19; 41:7, 28-29; 42:17; 44:9-20; 45:16; 46:5-7; 48:5) .
That the house of Jacob claimed to know YHWH's plans (48:5-6; cf. 58:2) suggests some form of cultic activity, which fits well with the idea of these verses being directed to a group based around a sanctuary (perhaps also supported by the reference to the holy city in 48:2). The claim of 48:6-8 that the house of Jacob "never knew" the things YHWH was about to do and "from of old" their ear was not opened, suggests that the house of Jacob had a long history and was not an entirely new innovation. Furthermore, chapters 46 and 48 both associate the house of Jacob with rebellion (46:8, 48:8) , and something similar can be seen in 58:1-2. Scholars usually note that other prophets have similar conceptions of Israel being a rebel from the beginning and some have even suggested links between this verse and Ezekiel or Jeremiah. 79 The theme of rebellion, however, is found also in 1 Kgs 12, where the establishment of Bethel and Dan in opposition to Jerusalem is narrated.
of Jacob in Isa 48:1-2 be identified with a group in Benjamin, perhaps in the vicinity of Bethel. This may better explain the author's choice of Jacob as the central figure (rather than Abraham), the mistrust of the self-identification of the group in 48:1-2, and the accusation of their Yahwistic actions being illegitimate. Read this way, 48:9-11 serves as an explanation that the preservation of this group-and perhaps the city in which they were based-was due not to its holiness or righteousness but only to YHWH's choice not to profane his name. Although Bethel is not mentioned explicitly in 48:1-11, or elsewhere in chapters 40-55, this omission is in keeping with other sixth-century texts that omit references to any Yahwistic shrines and tend to avoid mentioning the Benjaminite cities altogether. The region of Benjamin may well have offered some hope to the Judahites in the early years of the exile, and perhaps the mounting frustration in Isa 40-48 that comes to a head in 48:1-11 speaks to this situation, expressing the failure of this Yahwistic community and thus looking forward to the hope of the new servant and the restored Zion.
